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PER CURIAM: 

 

  Andre Marquis Bradley pled guilty in accordance with a 

written plea agreement to conspiracy to distribute fifty grams 

or more of cocaine base, 21 U.S.C. § 846 (2006).  He was 

sentenced to 170 months in prison.  Bradley now appeals.  His 

attorney has filed a brief pursuant to Anders v. California, 386 

U.S. 738 (1967), raising two issues but stating that there are 

no meritorious issues for appeal.  Bradley was advised of his 

right to file a pro se supplemental brief but has not filed such 

a brief.  We affirm. 

  Bradley first contends that the district court failed 

to comply with Fed. R. Crim. P. 11.  Because Bradley did not 

move in the district court to withdraw his guilty plea, we 

review the Rule 11 hearing for plain error.  See United 

States v. Martinez, 277 F.3d 517, 525-26 (4th Cir. 2002).  After 

thoroughly reviewing the transcript of the Rule 11 hearing, we 

discern no plain error.   

  Bradley also contends that his sentence is 

unreasonable.  At sentencing, the district court determined that 

Bradley’s total offense level was 34, he was in criminal history 

category VI, and his resulting advisory Guidelines range was 

262-327 months.  The court granted the United States’ motion for 

downward departure based on substantial assistance and departed 

downward four levels.  This reduced Bradley’s Guidelines range 
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to 168-210 months.  After hearing argument from counsel and 

Bradley’s allocution, the court sentenced Bradley to 170 months 

in prison.  In imposing the sentence, the court considered 

relevant 18 U.S.C.A. § 3553(a) (West Supp. 2011) factors, 

Bradley’s substantial assistance to the United States, and the 

fact that Bradley had never served a significant term of 

imprisonment despite having several felony convictions.    

  We review a sentence for reasonableness, applying an 

abuse of discretion standard.  Gall v. United States, 552 U.S. 

38, 51 (2008).  The first step in this review requires us to 

ensure that the district court committed no significant 

procedural error.  United States v. Evans, 526 F.3d 155, 161 

(4th Cir. 2008).  Procedural errors include “failing to 

calculate (or improperly calculating) the Guidelines range, 

treating the Guidelines as mandatory, failing to consider the 

§ 3553(a) factors, selecting a sentence based on clearly 

erroneous facts, or failing to adequately explain the chosen 

sentence—including an explanation for any deviation from the 

Guidelines range.”  Gall, 552 U.S. at 51.   

  In explaining the selected sentence, the district 

court “must make an individualized assessment based on the facts 

presented,” by applying “the relevant § 3553(a) factors to the 

specific circumstances of the case before it.”  United States v. 

Carter, 564 F.3d 325, 328 (4th Cir. 2009) (internal quotation 
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marks and emphasis omitted).  The court must also “state in open 

court the particular reasons supporting its chosen sentence” and 

“set forth enough to satisfy” us that it has “considered the 

parties’ arguments and has a reasoned basis for exercising [its] 

own legal decisionmaking authority.”  Id. (internal quotation 

marks omitted).  “If, and only if, we find the sentence 

procedurally reasonable can we consider” its substantive 

reasonableness.  Id. 

  We conclude that Bradley’s sentence is procedurally 

and substantively reasonable.  The court properly calculated the 

Guidelines range, applied pertinent § 3553(a) factors, 

considered the arguments of counsel and Bradley’s allocution, 

and sufficiently explained the variant sentence.  See Evans, 526 

F.3d at 161. 

  In accordance with Anders, we have reviewed the entire 

record in this case and have found no meritorious issues for 

appeal.  Accordingly, we affirm.  This court requires that 

counsel inform Bradley, in writing, of the right to petition the 

Supreme Court of the United States for further review.  If 

Bradley requests that a petition be filed, but counsel believes 

that such a petition would be frivolous, then counsel may move 

in this court for leave to withdraw from representation.  

Counsel’s motion must state that a copy of the motion was served 

on Bradley. 
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  We dispense with oral argument because the facts and 

legal contentions are adequately presented in the materials 

before the court and argument would not aid the decisional 

process.   

 

          AFFIRMED  

  


